gave -'Yes, I did' d. Sim, dei.
(idem) yes gave -'Yes, I did' e. Sim, dei-lho.
yes, gave him-it -'Yes, I did' Spanish: (2) a. *Tú distele el libro? (*Enclisis) you gave him/her the book 'Did you give him the book?' b. Tú le diste el libro?
(Proclisis OK) you him/her gave the book 'Did you give him the book?' c. *Di.
(*VP-ellipsis) gave -'Yes, I did' d. *Sí, di.
(idem) yes gave -'Yes, I did' e. Sí, se lo di.
yes, gave him-it -'Yes, I did'
In order to account for the correlation illustrated by the data displayed above, I propose that enclisis and VP-ellipsis emerge in languages where the functional category Σ -which encodes polarity values, i.e., affirmation, negation, modality (Martins 2000b ) -bears strong features (Portuguese and Galician), whereas such phenomena are absent from languages where Σ is weak (Spanish, Catalan, French, Italian and Romanian) -cf. Martins (1994) 4 . Departing from Chomsky (2000) , I take the 'strength' property of a functional category to be relevant in two ways: (i) strong functional categories can license null constituents; (ii) strong functional heads are necessarily part of spelled out morphological words in the Morphology component of grammar (cf. Chomsky 1994 , Halle and Marantz 1993 , Harley and Noyer 1999 , Embick and Noyer 2001 5 . As for strong Σ, this requirement is satisfied by merging Σ with a head related to Σ by bearing polarity features. I take the heads which encode polarity values and therefore can agree and merge with Σ to be C, Neg and V. The merging operation may take place in the syntactic component or post-syntactically, in the Morphology component, as will be clarified in section 4 below. I further assume that main clauses are usually IPs, not CPs, following ideas implemented my Boskovic (1996 Boskovic ( , 1997 , and Thráinsson (1996) , among others, on the non-universality of clause structure. In declarative affirmative main clauses, C and Neg being not projected, strong Σ merges with V 6 . Enclisis is the outcome of this merger between V and Σ, as will be shown in section 4 below. VP-ellipsis, on the other hand, is licensed by the Agree relation (cf. Chomsky 2000) between strong Σ and V, independently of the fact that Σ merges with V, C, or Neg. Laka (1990) proposes that in Romance the lexical items that show up in minimal unmarked answers to yes/no questions incorporate in Σ. Under the analysis that I am proposing here, this is so independently of the strong or weak character of Σ. However, verbal answers to yes/no questions can only be a property of languages where the strong nature of Σ induces merging of this head with the V head; otherwise only an affirmative/negative word will be able to give lexical content to the Σ head. Thus in Spanish, in contrast to Portuguese, only Sí 'yes' (not *Di 'gave') is a good affirmative answer to the question Le diste el libro? ('Did you give him the book?'). Keniston (1937) , Foulet (1928) , Moignet (1937 ), Blasco Ferrer (1984 ), and Jensen (1994 Foulet 1928: 236) On the other hand, while verbal answers with different main verbs are well attested in Old Spanish, a use of hacer 'to do' similar to the umbrella use of faire/fer is found in Spanish, as noted by Keniston (1937: 593) − "The verb of the question may be replaced by a form of the vicarious verb hacer, usually without an object pronoun". I believe that it is the paucity of the available data with respect to VP-ellipsis in Old Romance that creates the illusion of a contrast between Spanish, on the one side, and French, Catalan and Occitan on the other. In fact, although infrequent, verbal replies with main verbs (beyond être, avoir, faire) 8 are found in Old French, as pointed out by Moignet (1967) , and exemplified by (13) below. for what-reason it ask you-NOM? said the king 'Why are you asking that? − said the king' -Por ce, fet messire Gauvains, que je ne cuit pas que vous le sachiez. for the-reason, said sir Gauvains, that I NEG think not that you it would-know 'Because I believe that you do not know about it' -Si sai bien, fet li roi, mes vos ne le savez pas AFF know well, said the king, but you NEG it know not 'Yes, I certainly do, said the king, but you do not' (Mort Artu. Moignet 1973: 288) That the availability of VP-ellipsis is not lexically constrained in certain Old Romance languages appears to be also confirmed by example (11) above, from Old Occitan, here repeated as (14): (14) …non saps? − Si fas not know? AFF do 'Don´t you know it? Yes, I do. ' (Flamenca. Jensen 1994: 282) In (14) VP-ellipsis shows up in the answer with faire, but it seems to be also displayed in the question with the main verb saber 'to know' (although we lack the ellipsis antecedent). From the data presented above I draw the conclusion that Old Romance was uniform with respect to the nature and the licensing of Σ (although I am aware of the fact that the empirical evidence supporting this conclusion needs to be strengthened). We thus expect that the correlation between VP-ellipsis and enclisis identified in section 2.1 above on the basis of Modern Romance is confirmed by the Old Romance data. As will be shown in section 4. below this is in fact the case.
Clitic placement and scrambling
Old Portuguese is a SVO language. Nevertheless the OV order is derived when the object is left-dislocated, focused (identificational focus), or scrambled into the IP domain. The third type of movement is not permitted in Modern Portuguese and is optional in Old Portuguese as shown by the pair of sentences in (15) below. The OV order derived from IP-scrambling typically emerges in subordinate clauses, presumably instantiating an extraction out of focus strategy (cf. Costa 1998 , Martins 2002 ). Object scrambling is found both in sentences with overt and null subjects (see sentences (15) and (16) respectively) and is not restricted to one constituent per clause. So sentences (17) and (18) below are examples of multiple object scrambling. Scrambling affects DPs, PPs, APs, AdvPs, and reduced clauses (both infinitival or participial).
(16) como lhe entregou as terras que lhe de dar avia how him-DAT returned the lands that him-DAT of give had 'how he returned him the lands that he ought to give him' (Fernão Lopes -15th century prose. Martins (2002) proposes that object scrambling in Old Portuguese is movement to Spec of AgrS. In Old Portuguese AgrS has an uninterpretable selectional feature (i.e., an EPP feature) with an 'Attract-all-F' property, in the sense of Boskovic (1999) . Owing to its EPP property, AgrS allows multiple Specs − cf. Chomsky (1994 , Grewendorf and Sabel (1999) . Because object IP-scrambling is movement to Spec,AgrSP, the order OV is not derived when the verb moves to Σ; this usually happens in main clauses (in contrast to subordinate clauses). The analysis put forward to account for the Old Portuguese relevant facts extends to Old Spanish where similar data are found.
The connection between object scrambling and clitic placement becomes clear when we couple the proposed analysis of IP-scrambling with a few assumptions with respect to clitics:
(i) Under a bare phrase structure perspective, clitics qualify both as minimal and maximal syntactic categories (Chomsky 1994 . Thus clitics may move into positions unfit for regular heads, namely Spec positions.
(ii) Clitics move enter the domain of AgrS (see Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991 and Martins 2000a) whenever AgrS is projected in the Syntax as an independent inflectional head. Otherwise clitics left adjoin to the higher inflectional head where the verb moves (Kayne 1991) . Putting together assumptions (i) and (ii) we derive the fact that clitics and full scrambled objects may target the same structural position, that is, Spec,AgrSP.
(iii) A clitic occurs at the structural edge of the category (X 0 or XP) that contains it, that is, the clitic is dominated by the highest segment of that category. This is a reformulated version of the Edge Principle proposed by Raposo (2000) .
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Given the Edge Principle, whenever verb movement and clitic movement target the same functional head proclisis is derived. This is the case when both the verb and the clitic left adjoin to AgrS. Note on the other hand that when the verb moves to Σ through AgrS, if the clitic undergoes head movement it must enter the domain of CH(ain) AgrS , after head [ AgrS V,T,AgrS] moves to Σ. Otherwise the clitic would not end up at the outer layer of the head Σ in accordance with the Edge Principle. See Raposo (2000: 291) for details.
Still according to the Edge Principle, if the clitic moves (as a maximal category) to Spec,AgrSP in a configuration of multiple Specs, it will attach to the outer Spec. So the clitic will precede scrambled objects and an overt subject, ending up non adjacent to the verb if V is incorporated in AgrS. If V is incorporated in Σ, enclisis with adjacency will be derived as Σ immediately dominates AgrSP.
We have now set all the necessary ingredients to understand the contours of synchronic and diachronic variation in Old Romance clitic placement in finite clauses. Joining together the variability of the targets for clitic movement (either a head or a Spec) and for verb movement (either Σ or AgrS) we will be able to straightforwardly derive the different patterns of clitic placement that will be identified in the next section. Portuguese and Spanish change in the same direction with respect to the fact that both interpolation and (unrestricted) IP-scrambling cease to be an option after the sixteenth century. As for clitic placement in finite main clauses, however, while in Modern Portuguese enclisis generalizes, in Modern Spanish proclisis becomes the only allowed pattern. Let us first see how the OP and OS facts can be accounted for. We will then take into consideration the ensuing change.
In affirmative main clauses strong Σ attracts V. Proclisis (which is optional in this context) results from the formation of a complex head derived from movement of the clitic to Σ after AgrS, containing V, has moved to Σ:
. Given the Edge Principle, the clitic must 'meet AgrS' in Σ. If the clitic would left-adjoin to the AgrS head, AgrS would be unable to move into Σ carrying the clitic along without violating the Edge Principle. As for enclisis, it is derived by movement of the verb into Σ while the clitic targets (the most external) Spec of AgrS.
In subordinate clauses (as well as in the main clauses that include C) 12 proclisis with adjacency arises when the verb and the clitic are incorporated in AgrS -recall that strong Σ merges with V when neither C nor Neg are projected; whenever C is available, Σ is licensed by merging with C. Interpolation, on the other hand, involves movement of the clitic to (the most external) Spec,AgrSP. Interpolation emerges when other overtly filled Spec(s) of AgrS is/are projected and the verb does not move beyond AgrS.
As for the kind of unrestricted IP-scrambling displayed by OP and OS, it directly correlates with interpolation and enclisis because it also depends on AgrS being associated with an Attract-all-F EPP feature, therefore allowing multiple Specifiers.
In both Modern Portuguese (MP) and Modern Spanish (MS), AgrS will lose the ability to select multiple Specs (cf . Martins 2002) . This change implies the concomitant losses of interpolation and (unrestricted) IP-scrambling. We will have to consider now how Portuguese and Spanish came to diverge from each other with respect to clitic placement in main clauses: the former maintains and generalizes enclisis, the later loses it.
Let us start with the easier case. In MS enclisis is never derived in finite clauses because in this language Σ lost the strong property which induced merger between Σ and V in affirmative main clauses. In MS thus both the verb and the clitic left adjoin to AgrS, with the clitic standing in the edge of the AgrS head.
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As for the generalized enclitic pattern of MP, we could admit that it would reflect the emergence of excorporation as a grammatical option. In this scenario, enclisis would be derived by movement of the head [ AgrS V,T,AgrS] into Σ, leaving the clitic incorporated in AgrS. Once excorporation would come into play, the clitic would not be allowed to move into Σ -cf. Boskovic (1997) . However, I will take here Kayne's view (in 1991) that excorporation is not a grammatical option. As an alternative approach, I make the hypothesis that in MP AgrS ceases to select an EPP feature; so AgrS does not project a Spec.
14 This change makes possible that Σ merges with V post-syntactically, that is, in the Morphology component. Once this option becomes available, it appears to exclude the option for syntactic merger. Morphological merger takes place under adjacency (cf. Bolbajik 1995, Embick and Noyer 2001) . Since at this stage there is no Spec intervening between Σ and 'V-in-AgrS', the two heads can in principle undergo morphological merger. If a clitic has left-adjoined to AgrS, however, the clitic given its minimal/maximal nature breaks the required adjacency between Σ and 'V-in-AgrS' inhibiting morphological merger. This is the reason why the clitic has to be "removed" in order to permit merger of Σ with 'V-in-AgrS' under adjacency. I propose that enclisis is the outcome of 'Local Dislocation merger with inversion' (cf. Embick and Noyer 2001) between the clitic and AgrS. Then Σ undergoes Local Dislocation merger with 'V-in-AgrS'.
15 Local Dislocation merger is an operation that takes place after Linearization applies, converting the hierarchical structure received from Syntax into a linear structure. Therefore at this point (in the absence of syntactic hierarchical structure) the Edge Principle does not apply, being not violated by the inversion operation between clitic and Agr.
Catalan and Occitan
In Old Catalan (OC) and Old Occitan (OO) variation between enclisis and proclisis is found in affirmative main clauses, as exemplified by sentences (22) and (23) below. This feature is shared with OP and OS. But OC and OO differ from OP and OS in not allowing interpolation in subordinate clauses. In OC and OO there is always adjacency between clitic and verb. These facts can be accounted for if we admit that in OC and OO the EPP feature of AgrS has an Attract-1-F (not an Attract-all-F) nature. AgrS can thus project one only Spec position. This position (if not taken by the subject) may be filled with a clitic. In this case, movement of the verb to Σ (in affirmative main clauses) will derive enclisis. As for interpolation, it cannot be derived because in interpolation structures both the clitic and an interpolated constituent target Spec positions selected by the AgrS head. Interpolation is only possible if AgrS can project multiple Specs. The unavailability of multiple Specs of AgrS also accounts for the fact that only one object per clause can undergo IP-scrambling in OC and OO, as illustrated by sentences (24) and (25) The fact that beyond / besides the scrambled object an adverb (like in sentence (26) As for interpolation, OF is similar to OC and OO (although a few cases of residual interpolation can be found in the earlier texts). OF also displays restricted scrambling, as shown by sentences (30) and (31) below.
(30) devant que cil sera venuz qui ceste aventure doit eschoir before that he will-be come who this adventure must finish 'before the coming of the one who must bring this adventure to a close' (La Queste del Saint Graal. Vance 1997: 136) (31) que je devant mon frere viegne that I before my brother might-come 'that I might come before my brother' (La Queste del Saint Graal. Vance 1997: 136) In order to account for these facts, I propose that in OF AgrS is not associated with an EPP feature. Because AgrS does not project a Spec position neither enclisis (derived from movement of the clitic to Spec, AgrSP) nor interpolation are available. Although in OF, like in MP, AgrS does not project a Spec position, morphological merger between the verb and the clitic does not arise (cf. section 4.1. above); therefore enclisis is not derived in this way either. This is so because in OF (a V2 language) the verb targets a position higher than Σ, in the CP domain -cf. Poletto 2002, among others. Given the cyclic nature of head movement, the verb moves through Σ in its way to C. Thus strong Σ is always licensed in the Syntax and there is no place for post syntactic licensing.
Restricted IP-scrambling (of one only constituent) is presumably derived in OF subordinate clauses with O in Spec,TP and V in T. Maybe OF does not have a split IP.
18 So in OF the verb would target C in main clauses and T in subordinate clauses.
The account given in the preceding sections with respect to clitic placement and lack of OV with full objects in Modern Spanish, Modern Catalan and Modern Occitan naturally extends to Modern French.
Summary and conclusion
The main facts considered in this paper are summarized in Table 1 below. Table 2 shows how such facts are explained under the views developed in the paper. Note that although Old Italian is left out of the picture (Modern Standard Italian patterning with MS, MC, MO and MF), it is likely that some varieties of 'Old Italian' (a cover term) will pattern with OC and OO while other varieties of Old Italian will pattern with OF. Table 1 - Table 2 - 
------------------------------------

-------------------------------------
Within the approach undertaken in the present investigation the availability of VPellipsis depends on the strong property of Σ. The availability of object IP-scrambling, on the other hand, depends on a certain type of EPP property of AgrS. As for clitic placement, it was shown that both the enclitic pattern and the proclitic pattern (in finite clauses) may be derived in two distinct ways.
Enclisis is derived in the Syntax or post syntactically. In the former case enclisis is the outcome of verb movement to Σ plus clitic movement to Spec,AgrSP. This type of enclisis is unavailable in Modern Romance either because Σ is weak and does not induce V movement (MS, MC, MF) or because there is no available Spec of AgrS (MP). Post syntactic enclisis is a side effect of morphological merger (i.e. Local dislocation) between Σ and V. This morphological operation can only take place after clitic and verb change positions (through Local dislocation merger with inversion) because the clitic breaks the required adjacency between Σ and V.
Proclisis is obtained when the clitic and the verb left adjoin to the same inflectional head (Σ, AgrS, or T, depending on how high the verb moves and on whether there is a split or an unsplit IP). But proclisis may also be derived by clitic movement to Spec,AgrSP while the verb incorporates in AgrS. This option (which may feed interpolation) is restricted to grammars where the structure of the clause may include a Spec position available to clitics. This does not appear to be the case with respect to any of the contemporary Romance languages.
A last remark is due to conclude. This paper is not intended to directly address the issue of linguistic change, concentrating instead on giving an integrated account of the set of grammars found in Romance with respect to clitic placement, VP-ellipsis and scrambling. The loss of unrestricted IP-scrambling in OP and OS is taken under scrutiny in Martins (2002) . As for the weakening of Σ, the rationale of change is likely to emerge from a thorough diachronic inquiry on the patterns of answer to yes/no questions (an area where the collection of historical data is certainly a heavy, but maybe not hopeless, task).
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